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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem
The effectiveness of various programs for gifted
learners is of great concern to parents and educators.
The most widely used program model for intellectually
gifted students is the pullout model
Boston,

1985).

(Cox,

Daniel,

&

In a nationwide comprehensive survey of

gifted programs reported by Cox et al.

(1985),

72% of

the 4,000 responding districts used the pullout model
to meet the needs of their gifted learners.

This

percentage increases to appro\imately 95% when
considering only the upper elementary grade levels
(Oglesby & Gallagher,

1983) .

l'"'

Pullout programming is an often-researched program
in gifted education and has received increased
criticism

(Vaughn,

Feldhusen,

& Asher,

1991).

Controversy over the use of the model has raised the
question of whether it continues to have usefulness as
a means of serving gifted students

(McDaniel,

1990).

An examination of the research reveals studies
that both criticize and support the effectiveness of a
pullout program.

Concerns frequently center around the

topics of curriculum content and articulation,
spent in programming,

time

communication with regular
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education teachers,

and the negative effects on

students of periodic removal from their regular
education classroom.

Support for the program often

focuses on the importance of specially trained staff,
provision for quality experiences,
achievement,

effects on

and the benefits of intellectual peer

interaction.

Significance of the study
Interestingly enough,

the research reveals few

studies reporting data from the viewpoint of the
students involved in pullout programs.
Whorton

(1988)

Karnes and

stated that surveys have been conducted

pertaining to the attitudes

9/-

intellectually gifted

students toward gifted programs either while in
attendance or as a follow-up to enrollment.

They cite

r-

six studies dated b~tween 1955 and 1983 with as much as
9 years intervening between studies.
Kunkel,

Chapa,

Patterson,

Yet,

in 1992,

and Walling continued to cite

the need and importance of focusing on gifted students'
experiences as the object of research.
they said,

Such research,

seems essential to uniting fragmented

practices and explaining the complex relationships
underlying the gifted/creative child's development of
intelligence.

Kunkel et al.

(1992)

concluded,

"We

encourage additional research based on eliciting
students' perspectives"

(p.

13) .

It was this scarcity
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of student attitudes in the literature related to the
pullout program that influenced the following study.

Purpose of the study
The purpose of this study was to determine the
attitudes of gifted elementary students toward their
participation in a pullout program designed
specifically to nurture and develop their potential.
Based upon a review of the literature, a survey
instrument was developed and administered to 279 thirdthrough fifth-grade children assigned to pullout
classes designed for the gifted and talented in a
Midwestern urban school district.

The findings of the

survey were then analyzed and appropriate conclusions
4

and recommendations were derived from those analyses.

Definition of Terms
~

Pullout Program

The pullout program is defined as the removal of
intellectually gifted students from a regular classroom
to participate in a class composed of their
intellectual peers.

These students would work in a

different setting for a portion of their school week
(Belcastro,

1987; Cox et al.,

1985). The curriculum

offered in such a program is differentiated in terms of
content,

process,

product,

and learning environment,

and is guided by an educator who has received inservice
training specific to the needs of gifted learners

4

(Ebmeier,

Dyche,

Taylor,

Oglesby & Gallagher,

&

1983).

Hall,

1985; Meyers,

1984;

This program is considered

by some scholars in the field as synonymous with the
resource room model.

Delimitations of the study
In an attempt to better understand current trends
within the field,

the author has limited the review to

the literature on gifted education published from 1980
to 1992.

Information was located through the

University of Northern Iowa's Donald O.
using UNISTAR and CD-ROM databases

Rod Library

and through the

Grant Wood Edu~ation Agency's information search of
computer databases.

A handse_arch of current

periodicals was also conducted.
A second delimitation is that subjects surveyed
l'"'

were partlcipants iQ a pullout program located in a
Midwestern urban school district.

Participating

children were predominantly Caucasian and middle class;
very few minority children participated.
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CHAPTER

REVIEW OF

II

RELATED

LITERATURE

The review of the related literature addresses the
strengths and weaknesses of the pullout program for
gifted students as well as the attitudes of those
gifted students toward participation in those pullout
program models.

The literature demonstrated that many

researchers believe there are serious weaknesses
inherent in the use of a pullout model and,
cases,
reason,

in some

the research refutes these criticisms.

For that

the writer has chosen to reivew weaknesses in

the use of a pullout program4>rior to reviewing the
strengths.

weaknesses of Pullout Programs
i

Criticism ofte~ centers around issues of
curriculum content,

administration,

regular classroom teachers,

time,

attitudes of
staffing,

and

attitudes of classmates toward pullout students.

The

following is a summary of such weaknesses as identified
in the literature.

curriculum
Davis and Rimm

(1985)

criticized pullout

programming for being too much "fun and games" and not
enough theory-based training.
would agree and,

therefore,

There are those who

believe activities in the
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special program should either take the place of regular
classroom work,

or they should be directly related to

classroom work to advance continuity and reinforcement
(Cox

Daniel,

&

Belcastro

1984).
(1987) pointed out that pullout work is

often in addition to,
classroom work.

rather than instead of,

Also,

regular

gifted students are often

expected to make up work missed in the regular
classroom and feel punished by being asked to do so
(Davis

&

Rimm,

1985; Wolf,

1985) .

Gifted children do not receive instruction
appropriate to their characteristics and needs when the
curriculum in the pullout prqgram is fragmented
(Feldhusen,
agreed.
from,

1985;

1989).

Van Tassel-Baska

(1987)

She stated that pullout programs often deviate

ratner than f~nction as,

regular school curriculum.

a related extension of

She believed that program

planners often limit options to those that do not
interfere with regular classroom work.

As a result,

neither vertical nor horizontal curriculum articulation
takes place.

Belcastro

(1987)

recognized that children

are challenged at their own level using alternative
strategies within pullout sessions,

but also agreed

with VanTassel-Baska because the strategies are rarely
integrated into the regular subject areas.
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An additional concern regarding curriculum is the
teaching of skills in isolation.

Cox arid Daniel

(1984)

reported that new programs on thinking skills and
problem solving used by pullout programs seem to be
completely divorced from major curriculum and,

by

separating activities such as instruction in thinking
skills from the regular classroom,

a subsequent

weakness in transfer occurs.

Administration
Belcastro

(1987)

believed the pullout program

model has prevented progress toward a better, more
comprehensive program for the intellectually gifted
because it is easy to admini~er.

He explains that,

for meeting the needs of intellectually gifted
students,
student,

the pullout model takes the least amount of

-teacher,

i

aad administrative time.

It is also

less costly in terms of material and personnel.
addition,

In

Belcastro stated that the pullout program

model merely creates an impression that it is doing
something substantial in education of the gifted.

Attitudes of Regular Classroom Teachers
Lack of communication and articulation with the
regular classroom teacher is recognized to be a
disadvantage of the pullout program by several
researchers (Cox

&

Daniel,

VanTassel-Baska, 1987).

1984; Meyers,

1984;

Meyers found that the three

8

important concerhs of regular teachers for the pullout
program were
(b)

(a)

effects upon the regular program,

integration of the program, and

regular classroom teachers.

(c)

attitudes of

She explained that having

students pulled out from their classrooms can cause
problems for regular education teachers,

and that these

problems result in the development of negative feelings
toward the participating children and the pullout
program.

Not having a built-in communication time

maintains a "mystery of the unknown," claimed Meyers
(1984).

Teachers experience not only a physical but

also a spiritual isolation from the resource room
program.
Cox and Daniel

(1984)

concurred with this stated

disadvantage of pullout programs.

They pointed out

r-

that regu~ar classr~om teachers tend to resent the
freedom pullout teachers have as well as their small
class sizes.

Student comments about activities in the

resource room being "fun" also contribute toward ill

will.
~

An additional criticism of pullout

programming is

related to the amount of time students spend in
instruction.

VanTassel-Baska

(1987)

believed the needs

of gifted learners cannot be met when only 5-10% of the
student's time is spent in a pullout program.

She also
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stated that,

by not offering focused instruction for an

allotted time on a daily basis,

the program breaks a

rule of school learning.
Belcastro

(1987)

and Clark

(1988)

since the pullout is part-time,
needs of the gifted.

agreed that,

it cannot meet all the

Belcastro explains that it offers

insufficient time for bonding with a teacher of the
gifted and for becoming deeply involved in a subject
area.

Time between sessions is also a problem,

in that

this fragments the program and makes it difficult for
students to remember their tasks and materials.
Cox and Daniel

(1984)

also concurred that time

between sessions causes a prc,l,lem.

They contended that

students may forget what has happened,

and thus it is

difficult for them to remember, to bring all their
i--

learning materials. - In the case of the pullout teacher
who travels between buildings,

Cox and Daniel claimed

the program leaves when the teacher leaves and,
therefore,

often is not resumed until that teacher

returns.

staffing
Weakness in staffing is seen as an additional
disadvantage to pullout programs.

Belcastro

(1987)

claimed teachers of the gifted in pullout programs are
not always selected on the basis of having the traits
and characteristics necessary to teach gifted students.
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He based his criticism on the observation that the
program is usually staffed by one teacher who cannot be
sufficiently knowledgeable and skilled to do the
program justice; therefore,

the content is restricted

to the limited knowledge of that teacher.
concluded,

He

"If the teacher does not believe in the

value of various methods and does not have the skills
necessary for implementing them,
a program to be effective"

(p.

it is futile to expect
210) .

Attitudes of Classmates
Another criticism of the pullout model regards
feelings and attitudes of students in the program and
those of their classmates in -"he regular program.
and Daniel

(1984)

Cox

spoke of gifted students experiencing

"affective dislocation,"

feeling different physically
i

when they get up anti leave the classroom.

They also

cited that the other children can be cruel,

and that

the gifted children have difficulty handling the
cruelty.

Belcastro

(1987)

also claimed that there

exist negative attitudes of classmates toward students
participating in the pullout program.

"Thus there is a

stigma attached toward being pulled out"
In summary,

(p.

208) .

some researchers have pointed to

weaknesses existing in the use of the pullout program
model for_rneeting the needs of gifted learners.
issues appear to be of major concern.

The first

Two
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involves the support of the classroom teacher,

and the

second involves the issue of curriculum organization
and articulation.

It is well to point out,

however,

that the meta-analyses conducted by Vaughn et al.
(1991)

claimed the pullout model to be a viable

programming option for gifted students if it addresses
these criticisms.

Strengths of Pullout Programs
Strengths of the pullout model are also enumerated
in the literature.

Vaughn et al.

(1991)

in their

meta-analyses and review of research on pullout
programs in gifted education cited Clark
et al.

(1985)

(1988)

and Cox

when they state.Gi that the frequent use of

the pullout program is due to several reasons.
easy to implement;

It is

it needs on~y a few trained
i--

teachers;

it leaves-bright children in the regular

classroom while still affording them interaction with
their intellectual peers;

it is highly visible; and it

is potentially easy to evaluate.
this review,

these findings,

scholars in the field,

importance of grouping,

specially trained educators,

some cases,

plus writings of other

can be organized by the

following six categories:

creative thinking,

For the purpose of

curriculum,

self-concept,

critical and

and achievement.

In

research refutes the criticisms already

mentioned. - What follows is a closer examination of
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these and additional strengths of pullout programming
found in the literature.

Importance of Grouping:
One of the pullout program's most important
strengths is that it groups gifted students with their
intellectual peers and provides time each week for the
gifted to interact with and stimulate each other
(McDaniel,

1990).

Feldhusen

(1989)

reported that

gifted children and youth show gains in both
achievement and attitude when they are grouped together
for instruction.

Cox and Daniel

(1984)

agreed that

gifted students need to have interaction with children
like themselves;

however,

th~ pullout program allows

them to have interaction in the regular classroom as
well.

McDaniel

(1990)

stresse~ the importance of

pullout at a time when ability grouping is under attack
in regular education.

The current trend away from

ability grouping places the gifted in the position of
not being grouped with their intellectual peers for

even a portion of their instructional week.

Specially Trained Educators
In addition to having the opportunity to be
grouped together,

McDaniel

(1990)

stressed another

important strength of the pull-out model:

It forces

educators to focus on one group of learners and,
therefore,

acts as an incentive for educators to obtain
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training to meet their educational needs.
Daniel

(1984)

Cox and

agreed that a small number of teachers

can be highly trained rather inexpensively and quickly.
Not having the additional responsibility for basic
skills affords these educators the opportunity to
concentrate on higher level thinking and research
skills.

They then pointed out that specially trained

teachers of the gifted are more sensitive to the
affective needs of their students.

And,

finally,

they

stated that when the gifted child is away from the
regular classroom,

other children have the opportunity

to shine.

Curriculum
Curricula in pullout programs are cited by
researchers as strengths as we,1:1 as weaknesses.

The

i

-

following strengths -sometimes refute criticisms cited
earlier in this literature review.
The first strength is the curricular result of
having specially trained staff for the pullout program.
These carefully selected and trained teachers can
provide an effective setting for the development of
high-quality differentiated curriculum for the gifted
(McDaniel,

1990).

This is in direct contrast to the

regular classroom teacher,

who must determine ways to

deliver a curriculum conducive to all different kinds
of learners.
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Renzulli

(1987)

also offered strong arguments in

support of pullout programs that provide a departure
from the regular curriculum in which student interest
is not a major consideration.

He contended pullout

programs provide the flexibility that allows many
topics to be examined within the framework of the
students'
styles.

individual interests,

abilities,

and learning

Renzulli also argued that teachers in

full-time gifted classrooms have too many roles to play
when providing regular curriculum,
performing routine classroom tasks,

giving grades,

and

in addition to

providing for the gifted.
Finally,

it is possible -'\nd appropriate for

pullout program content to relate directly to regular
classroom curriculum.
and Daniel

(1984)

Some programs reviewed by Cox

r-

w~re tied directly to district

curriculum by building upon and enriching the
curriculum.

Programs that were not as closely

connected continued to provide life-long learning
strategies that would help gifted students in regular
classes.

Critical and Creative Thinking
Specially trained staff in pullout programs often
offer instruction in critical and creative thinking.
This instruction is sometimes criticized for not
transferring to regular classr9om experiences.

This
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criticism was not supported by an empirical study
completed by Ebmeier et al.

(1985) .

In this case,

students were observed in an empirical comparison of
two program models.

They demonstrated an improvement

in their ability to analyze,

synthesize,

and evaluate

information over time because of their participation in
This ability remained stable over

pullout instruction.
a period of time,

and the researchers suggested that

higher cognitive processes can be retained without
review when presented outside of the context of the
regular curriculum.

An open-ended questionnaire

revealed that students perceived themselves as having
learned something from their instruction and that they
4

were readily able to identify specific instances,

both

in and out of school, where they had used the higher
level th~nking pro£esses.
Creative thinking skills were also found to be
affected as a result of participation in a pullout
program.

Renzulli

(1972)

(cited in Vaughn et al.,

1991) evaluated two pullout programs and found
statistically significant gains in student scores on
the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking.
(1974)

Bachtold

also used the Torrance Test when studying three

gifted program models.

She concluded that students in

all three programs
made gains, but those participating
.
;
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in the pullout model made greater gains in verbal
creativity.

Self-Concept
Another area of recognized strength for students
participating in pullout programs is in the development
Feldhusen,

of self-concept.
Kolloff

(1990)

Sayler,

Nielsen,

and

studied the self-concepts of gifted

children in enrichment programs.

The results of the

study indicated that participation in an enrichment
program positively affected students'

self-perceptions

with regard to those characteristics commonly found
among gifted children.

These researchers suggested

that a factor contributing to this result may be the
4

specific program activities which focus on enhancing
particular strengths and abilities of gifted students
which results in more positivt perceptions of

self-worth during the course of the program.
Kolloff
McQuilkin

(1989),

( 1981)

Karnes and Wherry

all

(1981),

and

found significant differences

favoring pullout students on measures of self-concept.
Karnes and Whorton

(1988)

reported students

participating in a

resource room enrichment program had

good self-concept and confidence in their academic
ability.
In addition,

participation in pullout programming

was not found to affect negatively gifted students'
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social acceptability among their nongifted peers
(Skaught,

1987,

and Whorton

cited in Vaughn et al.,

(1988)

1991).

Karnes

reported resource room students had

quite positive feelings about their relationships with
others.

Achievement
Pullout programs also have been found to
achievement in a positive manner.

affect

In the meta-analyses

of pullout programs in gifted education completed by
Vaughn et al.

(1991),

effect sizes were computed to

determine statistical significance

(p.

92).

size of .20 was considered "small" whereas

An effect
.80 was

Achievement level -4nd critical thinking were

"large."

both found to have statistically significant results
with effect sizes of .65 and .44 respectively.

-

These

!""

researchers conclucied that achievement and critical
thinking were the variables most positively affected by
the pullout programs studied.

They stated:

The results indicate that pullout models in gifted
education have significant positive effects for
the variables of achievement, critical thinking,
and creativity.
. The results of this
meta-analyses and review of the research
literature show clearly that pullout programs can
produce significant learning among gifted youth.
Program coordinators can use the results to
strengthen or sustain their programs in the areas
of thinking skills and basic skills achievement,
the areas of strongest effects.
(p. 92)
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Additional Advantaqes
While the importance of grouping,
trained staff,
thinking,

curriculum,

self-concept,

specially

critical and creative

and achievement are strengths

discussed by several researchers,

the literature

mentioned additional advantages to pullout programming
for the gifted.

McDaniel

(1990)

found that the

arrangement of the program is such that it facilitates
program supervision and quality control.

A supervisor

can easily visit a resource class to observe the kind
and quality of service students are receiving.
Cox and Daniel

(1984)

noted that parents are usually

grateful to have a special --l)rogram like the pullout
model for meeting the needs of their bright children
and are impressed by what can be accomplished in even a
short tlme.
Finally,

Hulick

(1990)

found that teachers

recommend the program above others.

He surveyed

teachers and gifted and talented coordinators
throughout the State of Kentucky.

When asked whether

they would recommend each of the models in the survey
to other districts,

the respondents gave the strongest

recommendation to the pullout organizational model.
Another question asked the respondents to share their
assessment of the students'

reactions to the program

model used in their district.

In this case,

the
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pullout again received a "very positive" mean of 4.42
using a 5-point Like rt scale.
In summary,

researchers have pointed to strengths

existing in the use of the pullout program model for
meeting the needs of gifted learners.

The importance

of grouping gifted learners with their intellectual
peers and the benefits of focused attention by
specially trained educators directly relate to reported
advances made by gifted learners in achievement,
thinking skills,

and self-concept.

Attitudes of Intellectually Gifted students Toward
Participation in Pullout Programs
This writer found that 4,he attitudes and opinions
of intellectually gifted learners are rarely mentioned
throughout the literature rev~ewed for this study.

r-

example, -while Hulick
students'

(1990)

For

asked teachers to report

reactions concerning organizational models in

which they were involved,
themselves.

he did not ask the students

While Cox and Daniel

(1984) made the

statement that the children in their study clearly
enjoyed their pullout programs,

they gave no evidence

of having surveyed them specifically for their
responses.
Humes and Campbell

(1980)

conducted a study of

person~ 15 years after participating in a pullout
program as elementary students.

Respondents reported
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that participation in a pullout program had a positive
However,

effect on their lives and attitudes.

they

were no longer children and no longer participating in
the program.
Karnes and Whorton

(1988)

reported that surveys

have been initiated to ascertain the attitudes of
intellectually gifted students toward gifted programs.
These surveys were few in number and were dated as far
back as 1955.

In addition,

these surveys asked

students how they felt about having participated in the
programs,

but did not ask for an evaluation.

From the literature review,

it would appear that

there is a need for educati.Qnal research to assess the
effectiveness of programs for gifted learners through
examining the attitudes and 9pinions of those students

r-

-

participating in t41e programs.

Knowledge of these

attitudes and opinions can assist program developers in
providing more effective experiences for gifted
learners.

Kunkel et al.

(1992)

encouraged additional

research based on eliciting students'

perspectives.

They believed it is essential to focus on gifted
students'

experiences as the object of research in

order to understand and appreciate giftedness as an
internally experienced phenomenon.

This attitude can

be confirmed by the following quote of a young gifted
student in a study of Galbraith

(1985):

"Finally
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someone is asking us what we think about all this
gifted stuff.

What took you so long?"

(p. 15).
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CHAPTER III
METHOD AND PROCEDURES
This chapter presents the methods and procedures
used in this study.
purpose,

(b)

It contains

(a)

the statement of

a description of subjects,

(c)

a

description of the survey instrument and the steps in
administration,

and

(d)

interpretation of the data.

Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this survey was to determine the
attitudes of a sample of identified gifted elementary
students toward their participation in a school
4

district pullout program designed specifically to
nurture and develop their potential.

...

Subje'=:ts

The subjects surveyed were 279 third through fifth
graders participating in a pullout program model for
intellectually gifted students entitled the Extended
Learning Program.

They attended school in a Midwestern

urban school district of approximately 17,000 students.
Participants were predominantly white and middle-class,
with very few minority children.

Children were

selected for the program on the basis of
district-selected criteria st res sing IQ,
test scores,

achievement

and teacher and parent referral via

results of the Renzulli Hartman Scales.
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Seventeen of 20 elementary schools in the school
district administered an Extended Learning Program
component for their identified third through fifth
graders who met twice per week for 45-60 minutes.

Six

Extended Learning Program resource specialists served
from two to four buildings depending upon the
Resource specialists were

population of the buildings.

educators who had received inservice training specific
to the needs of gifted learners.

The remaining three

schools were eliminated from the study because their
pullout programs were not provided by full-time
resource teachers,

but by teachers who worked as media

specialists assigned to the¥ buildings

.

Survey Instrument and Its Administration
Design of the Survey
~

The design o~ the study included the development
of a survey instrument

(see Appendix A)

15 statements reflecting respondents'
the Extended Learning Program.

consisting of

attitudes toward

Each statement was

generated from the issues and concerns addressed in the
review of the literature.

The respondents were asked

to express their relative agreement/disagreement with
each statement using a Likert-type Attitude Scale:
strongly agree;
and I

I agree;

strongly disagree.

I an undecided;

I disagree;

I
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Specific statements asked for students'
perceptions of pullout program content
5,

(statements 1,

9, and 12); attitudes toward leaving the classroom

for pullout activities

(statements 6,

time spent in pullout activities

8,

10, and 14);

(statements 4, 11, and

13); and communication with the classroom teacher
(statements 3 and 7) .

Administration of the survey
In early April 1992,

the survey instrument was

administered on a trial basis to 4 gifted students at
one of the elementary schools omitted from the study.
No discernable problems resulted from the testing of
the survey, and no changes ~re made in the survey
questionnaire.
Resource specialists for, each of the 1 7 buildings

r-

involved in the study then administered the survey to
the students in their individual buildings during the
second week in April 1992.

Two hundred seventy-nine

students present on the day of the study completed the
questionnaire.

Their anonymity was guaranteed.

Responses were recorded on computer answer sheets to
allow computer scoring.

Data Analysis
For the purposes of data analysis,

the two outside

categories on both ends of the Likert Attitude Scale
were combined:

agree and strongly agree;

disagree and

25

strongly disagree.

This was done to simplify reporting

results in percentages.

In addition,

statements on the

questionnaire were grouped into the following four
categories for the purpose of discussion:

pullout

program learning activities,

leaving the classroom for

pullout learning activities,

time spent in pullout

learning environment,

and communication with the

classroom teacher.

Results and Discussion
Pullout Program Learning Activities
Table 1 demonstrates students'
the Extended Learning Program
activities.

(ELP)

attitudes toward
learning

Students surve~d indicated the learning

activities incorporated into the pullout program taught
them useful skills, made the~ think harder,

and kept

~

them interested.

-Seventy-six percent of students

reported that they thought harder in the Extended
Learning Program pullout than in their regular classes,
and nearly 79% indicated they applied skills and
knowledge learned in ELP class in their regular
classroom.
Ninety percent of the students surveyed agreed
that the variety of activities in ELP class kept them
interested,

and slightly over 85% reported that they

did not get bored.

It is interesting to note the low

26

Table 1

student Attitudes Toward Extended Learning Program
content

(N -

279)

Agree

Undecided

Disagree

I use skills and knowledge
I learn in Extended
Learning Program in my
regular classroom

78.5%

14.7%

6.5%

There is a variety of
activities in Extended
Learning Program that keeps
me interested

90.3%

5.7%

3.6%

Extended Learning Program
class makes me think harder
than I think in my regular
classroom

76.4%

15.4%

7.9%

I do not get bored in
Extended Learning Program
class

85.3%

7.5%

6.8%

percentage

(7.5% and 15.4%)

of respondents who marked

"undecided" as their response.

Leaving the Classroom for Pullout Activities
Table 2 summarizes students'

opinions about

leaving the classroom for Extended Learning Program
class.

Cox and Daniel

(1984)

gave evidence that

pullout students perceived themselves as different
physically when they got up to leave class and were
sometimes treated cruelly by others.

Their finding
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Table 2

Student Attitudes Toward Leaving the Regular Classroom
for Pullout Class Activities

(N

= 279)

Agree

Undecided

Disagree

I get teased by my classmates 20.5%
because I go to Extended
Learning Program class

7.2%

71.4%

I wish I didn't have to
leave the classroom to go
to Extended Learning Program
class

12.2%

9.3%

78.1%

When I get back to the
classroom after having
attended Extended Learning
Program, I have to make up
all the work I missed

71.7%

10.8%

17.2%

I miss important learning
in my regular classroom when
I'm pulled out to go to
Extended Learning Program

14.7%

20.8%

does not seem to be corroborated by this study.
20.5% agreed that they were teased,

71.4%

Only

and only 12.2%

wished that they did not have to leave class to go to
pullout.
Davis and Rimm

(1985)

reported students in pullout

programs felt punished for having to make up missed
class work.

This was finding was supported to a degree

by this study.

Nearly 72% of students surveyed

reported having to make up all the work missed when
they left their regular classrooms for pullout.
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However,

slightly over 64% indicated their perception

that they did not miss important learning when they
were pulled out to go to Extended Learning Program
class.

In this case,

it can also be pointed out that

nearly 21% of the respondents were undecided as to
whether they had missed important learning.

Time spent in Pullout
The amount of time gifted students spend in
pullout programs was often criticized in the literature
as being insufficient.

Respondents to this survey

would agree with this criticism,
indicate.

as data in Table 3

More than 78% of the students surveyed

wished ELP class sessions w"uld last longer,

and 72%

considered twice a week not often enough for class to
meet.

However,

when asked ifr- they would like to

participate in a c'"lass with only ELP students all day
every day,

student response was mixed.

Forty-eight

percent of the students surveyed did not want to be in
a gifted class all day every day,
would like such an arrangement,

over 31% agreed they

and 20% were undecided.

communication With Classroom Teachers
The literature reported classroom teachers
experience isolation from and even resentment of
pullout programs
students'

(Meyers,

1984).

Table 4 summarizes

perceptions about communication with the
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Table 3

Student Attitudes Toward Frequency of Pullout
from the Regular Classroom

(N

= 279)

Agree

Undecided
11. 8%

Disagree
8.2%

I wish Extended Learning
Program class lasted longer
than a class period

78.9%

Extended Learning Program
class does not meet often
enough

72.1%

13.3%

14.3%

I would like to be in class
with only Extended Learning
Program students all day,
every day

31. 5%

20.1%

48.%

Table 4

student Perceptions about communication with
classroom Teacher

(N

= 279)

Agree

Undecided

Disagree

32.6%

58.8%

7.9%

My classroom teacher enjoys
32.2%
hearing about what I do in
the Extended Learning Program

40.9%

26.5%

My Extended Learning
Program teacher talks
to my classroom teacher
about the Extended
Learning Program

30

regular classroom teacher.

The survey asked students

to respond to the statement,

"My Extended Learning

Program teacher talks to my classroom teacher about the
Extended Learning Program. "
students agreed,

Although nearly 33% of the

approximately 59% were undecided.

One

might assume from this response that these students
were not sure that communication took place.

When

asked whether their classroom teachers enjoyed hearing
about what they did in ELP class,
varied.

Only one-third

(32%)

student response

agreed that their

teachers enjoyed hearing about ELP activities,
disagreed,
seem to

and almost 41% were undecided.

over 26%

These data

indicate a need fo~ increased communication

between classroom teachers and resource specialists in
this particular learning environment.

r-

Summary
The interpretation of the survey data may be
summarized as follows:
1.

A very large majority of students

participating in this study indicated the learning
activities used in the pullout program taught them
useful skills, made them think harder,
interested.

and kept them

Boredom was not perceived as a

characteristic of the Extended Learning Program class.
2.

In this particular study,

over three-fourths

of the students were expected to make up the work
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missed from the regular classroom,

even though they

were unsure of did not think the work was important.
In contrast,

nearly two-thirds

( 64. 2 %) of the

responding students perceived that they were not
missing important learning in their regular classroom
when pulled out to attend the Extended Learning
Program.
3.

Over three-fourths

(78 .1%)

of responding

students did not object to leaving the classroom for
Extended Learning Program class and,
manner,

nearly three-fourths

(71%)

in a similar

did not indicate

being teased by regular classmates upon leaving,
although over 20% did reporl such teasing.
4.

In general,

for longer,
classes;

students indicated a preference

more frequent Extended Learning Program

r

in fact, -nearly three-fourths

the classes did not meet often enough.

(72%)

felt that

However,

response was more mixed when students were asked if
they wanted to be in Extended Learning Program class
all day every day.
(31.5%)

In this case,

under one-third

of the students indicated such a preference,

while nearly one-half

(48%)

indicated that they would

not favor such a schedule.
5.

The data seem to indicate a need for increased

communication between classroom teachers and resource
specialists.

Over two-thirds

(67. 4%)

of the responding
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students either did not know whether their classroom
teachers enjoyed hearing about their pullout learning
activities or perceived that their classroom teachers
did not enjoy hearing about those activities.
addition,

only one-third

(32.6%)

In

of the students

surveyed were aware that their Extended Learning
Program teacher talked to the regular classroom teacher
about the pullout activities.
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CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions
The effectiveness of various types of programs for
gifted learners is a concern of parents,
students.

educators,

and

The pullout is reported to be the program

model used most often to meet the needs of gifted
students.

There are no data available that compare the

effectiveness of pullout programs with other gifted
programs
Asher

(Renzulli,

(1991)

1987).

Vaughn,

Feldhusen,

and

found this observation still to be true

during their meta-analyses ~nd review of the literature
on pullout programs in gifted education.

It would then

seem appropriate for pullout ·rprogram managers to keep
abreast of recent- research regarding gifted programs
and to evaluate continuously their pullout program.
Survey findings both supported and negated the
results of previous research.

Surveyed students

supported the research by indicating the following:
1.

They were both interested in and challenged by

activities in the pullout program.
2.

They were required to make up work missed in

the regular classroom while in pullout,

even though

they did not consider or were unsure whether the missed
work was important.
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3.

They wanted longer and more frequent Extended

Learning Program classes,
interested in all day,

and many students were

every day Extended Learning

Program class.
4.

They were uncertain about the existence of

communication with the regular classroom teacher.
Students did not support research that claimed
pullout students were teased by their classmates and
disliked leaving the regular classroom to go to pullout
class.

Also not supported was the conclusion that

students do not use skills and knowledge learned in the
pullout class in their regular education classroom.
The results of this su~ey would indicate student
support for the current pullout program used by this
district with two suggested qreas for improvement.

r

First,

pullout program managers should work toward

improved communication with classroom teachers.
Although students indicated activities in the pullout
program were challenging and useful,

integration with

classroom curriculum may be improved by communication
with the regular classroom teacher and thus create more
interest in student activities in the program.
Classroom teachers and pullout program providers
working more closely can increase opportunities for
curriculum compacting and decrease make-up work for
pullout students.
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The second suggested area for improvement is that
consideration be given to more frequent grouping of
gifted students with their intellectual peers.

Thirty

percent of the students responding to the survey
indicated they would like to be in a gifted program all
day,

every day.

Another 20% were undecided.

This

attitude represents half the surveyed population and
should be investigated further.
Vaughn et al.

(1991)

concluded their meta-analyses

and review of the research literature on pullout
programs by stating that,

"pullout programs can produce

significant learning among gifted youth"
(p.

92).

It is the conclus-'lon of this researcher that

pullout programs can work well to meet the needs of
gifted students if program managers,
!°"

teachers,

classroom

and students work continuously to evaluate

and improve the program provided.
A survey such as the one conducted for this study
is necessary for providing information regarding the
attitudes of gifted students toward the program
designed to meet their needs.
satisfied,

If students are not

then program changes need to be made.

Recommendations
Kunkel et al.

(1992)

reported that researchers

have rarely sought to understand and appreciate
giftedness as an internally experienced phenomenon.
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They recommend research that focuses on gifted
students'

experience as essential to understanding the

complex relationships underlying the gifted child's
developing intelligence.

Galbraith

similar research when she said,

(1985)

encouraged

"When we are willing to

explore the social and emotional needs of the gifted
from their viewpoint,

we are most effective in leading

them to thrive and survive the challenges that
accompany high potential"

(p.

18) .

The absence of

research reporting data from the viewpoint of the
students involved in gifted education programs is
regrettable.

It is the opinion of the writer that more

research needs to be condutted from the viewpoint of
the students themselves.
What do gifted studentsf" identify as their needs?
What requirements-do they list as necessary for a
program designed to meet their needs?

How do they

describe a model program that would correlate with
their regular classroom instruction?
opinions and attitudes,
gifted learners.

Learners have

especially intellectually

Galbraith

(1983)

listed the Eight

Great Rights for gifted learners:
I.

You have the right to attend classes which
are as interesting as they are challenging.

II.

You have a right to do your best work when
you want to and less than perfect work when
you don't.
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III.
IV.
V.
VI.
VII.
VIII.

You have a right to have friends who really
understand you.
You have a right to pursue relevant
schoolwork at your own speed.
You have a right to be treated with respect
by friends, teachers, and parents.
You have a right to freedom of choice
regarding your life's ambitions.
You have a right to be different.
You have a right to be concerned with life
on Earth and have opportunities for making
it better.
(p. 65)

This reviewer would add to the list a ninth right:

You

have the right to express your attitudes and opinions
toward educational programs that affect your
intellectual performance. 4
There is a need for educational research to assess
the effectiveness of the pu1t1out program or any other
program for gifted learners through assessing the
attitudes and opinions of those students participating
in the program.

Knowledge of these attitudes and

opinions can assist program developers in providing
more effective experiences for gifted learners.
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Appendix A
Extended Learning Program Survey
The following statements are opinions. Please show your attitude toward the opinion by
checking:
I strongly agree
a.
b.
I agree
c·.
I am undecided
d.
I disagree
e.
I strongly disagree

•

1.

I use skills and knowledge I learn in Extended
Learning Program in my regular classroan.

2.

Students in my Extended Learning Progru class
are more like me than =•t of the students in
my regular classroan.

3.

My classroan teacher enjoys hearing about what
I do in the Extended Learning Program.

4.

1 wish Extended Learning Program class lasted
longer than a class perf:.d.

s.

There ia a variety of a '~ivitiea in Extended
Learning Program class that keep me interested.

6.

Whan I get back to the claaar00111 af~ having
Extended Learning Program, I have to inalca up
all the work I missed.

7.

My Extended Learning Program teacher talks to
my clusroom teacher about the Extended Learning
Program.

e.

I wish I didn' t have ~ leave the classroan to
go to Extended Learning Program.

9.

I do not get borea in Extenaea Learning Program
class.

10.

I get teuea by my cluamates because I go to
Extendea Learning Program class.

11.

I woula like to be in clus with only
Extended Learning Program students all dey,
every day •

12.

Extendea Learning Program clas ■ makes me think
harder than I think in my regular classroan.

13.

Extended Learning Program class does not
meet often enough.

14.

I mias important learning in my regular classroan when I'm pullea out to go to Extendea
Learning Program.

15.

Extended Learning Program teachers use special
training to work with gifted students.

'r-
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